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Published by SCHOLINK INC. 1984; Hyland, 1999) , science popularizations (Crismore & Farnsworth, 1990) , advertisements (Fuertes-Olivera et al., 2001 as cited in Dafouz-Milne, 2008) little has been done to explore the utilization of metadiscourse markers across various personality types particularly the extraverted and introverted EFL learners.
Purpose of the Study
In sum, the aim of the present study is twofold. Firstly, it attempts at investigating the relationship between the extraversion level and the employment of metadiscourse markers in the L2 learners oral production. Secondly it aims at examining the differences between various levels of extraversion and the types of metadiscourse they use in their natural speech communication. Therefore, the present study attempts at addressing the following questions: 1) Is there any significant relationship between the students' extent of extraversion and the use of metadiscourse markers in their speech?
2) Is there any significant difference in terms of the use of metadiscourse markers across?
highly extraverted, moderately extraverted, moderately introverted, and quite introverted individuals?
3) What types of metadiscourses are mostly used by the extraverts? 4) What types of metadiscourses are mostly used by the introverts?
Literature Review
Metadiscourse is considered as a primary means of boosting interaction, supporting an interlocutor's stance and establishing a relationship with an audience (Hyland, 1997).
In fact, metadiscourse characterizes a range of lexical items (words and expressions) whose primary role is to improve communicative competence in at least one of two ways: by reorganizing the inference process involved in detecting the relation between parts of a text and the context (including the co-text) and by building and maintaining the rapport between interlocutor and audience (Zegarac, in press ).
According to Hyland (2005) the term metadiscourse was first used by Zellig Harris in 1959 to propose a way of understanding language in use, highlighting a writer's or speaker's attempts to direct a receiver's perception of a text. Hyland (1998) asserts that metadiscourse attracts our attention on the ways writers project themselves into their work to represent their communicative intentions since it enables us to see how writers seek to affect readers' comprehension of both the text and their approach towards its content and the audience.
In sum, utilizing metadiscourse helps readers perceive discourse structure and intertextuality, share pragmatic assumptions, determine intended meanings, and unveil the institutional and ideological ties underlying the text (Pérez-Llantada, 2003) .
Hyland (2005) categorizes metadiscourse markers into two groups of interactive metadiscourse markers (which reflects the writer's consideration of the audience's background knowledge, interests, and abilities) and interactional metadiscourse markers (which draws the reader's attention to the www.scholink.org/ojs/index.php/wjer Besides and Hyland (2005) Indeed, extraverts have proved to outperform introverts in faster doing of more complex tasks which calls for more response competition; however, the easiness of the task or the task which involves little response competition would deprive them of the favored advantage (Eysenck, 1974 (Eysenck, , 1976 Considering the aim of this study is mainly two-fold, firstly it aims at investigating the relationship between extraversion and the use of metadiscourse markers and secondly, it attempts at examining the significant differences across the four dichotomies of extraversion scale regarding the predominant type of discourse markers, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient for the first and Multivariate analysis of variance for the second was computed.
Results and Discussion
The relationship between extraversion (as measured by the MBTI) and employment of metadiscourse markers in their L2 speech was examined using the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient.
Subsequently, preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no violation of the assumptions of normality, linearity and homoscedasticity. As a result, there was a strong, positive correlation between the two variables, r=.82, n=60, p<.0005, with high levels of extraversion associated with higher application of metadiscourse markers in their speech. Besides, the coefficient of determination of 67.24
per cent was calculated to determine the extent of the shared variance between the two variables which is a respectable amount of variance.
The learners were categorized into four main dichotomies of 1) Quite introverted (if gained six and below), 2) Moderately introverted (seven or eight), 3) Moderately extraverted (between nine to twelve), 4) Quite extroverted (thirteen and above that) based on the MBTI guidelines.
In order to detect the differences across the four dichotomies of highly extraverted (N=7) accounted for 11.7%, moderately extraverted (N=22) comprising 36.7%, moderately introverted (N=9) including 15%, and quite introverted (N=22) involving 36.7% of the total population, regarding the employment of metadiscourse markers Multivariate analysis of variance was performed. Table A (see appendix A) reveals the descriptive statistics of all types of metadiscourse markers for quite introverted (Group: 1), moderately introverted (Group: 2), moderately extraverted (Group: 3), and highly extraverted (Group: 4) learners is presented. The findings reveal a higher mean for higher extents of extraversions across the code glosses, endophoric, transitions, attitude markers, boosters, self-mention, and engagement. Besides, a higher mean for higher levels of introversion can be seen in the use of evidentials and hedges. 
